between the material culture and technology of a science and the view of the field that informs its daily practice and makes the field what it is for that science. The history of colonial science in Africa has suffered from too sharp a dichotomy between the external and the indigenous, science being viewed as a European import more or less successfully transferred into a hostile environment. The field science perspective brings to the history of colonial science in Africa the ability to ground that science in its African context and thus to understand what is African about science in Africa.
Since at least the 1920s, fieldwork has held a special place in anthropology, both as a scientific method and as a central tenet of its professional ethos.3 Ideally fieldwork involves living for a length of time in the society the anthropologist is studying-learning the language, collecting data of various kinds, observing daily activities, and, it is hoped, coming to understand the world view of the local people. Only after such experiences is an anthropologist considered qualified to contribute to the discipline's chief aim of producing theories about human social and cultural behavior. As part of the discipline's ethos, fieldwork also functions as the essential rite of passage that any student of anthropology must endure before aspiring to an academic career.
The Rhodes-Livingstone Institute (RLI) in Northern Rhodesia (now Zambia) provides a good case study for a field science approach to the history of anthropology (see Fig. 1 ). The RLI was the institutional focus for a large group of anthropologists who accomplished path-breaking work after World War II, work based not only on fieldwork in the usual rural setting for anthropology but also in an urban setting new to anthropology. In the 1 930s the governor of Northern Rhodesia, keen on the potential uses of anthropology for solving problems of social change in the colony, pushed for the founding of an anthropological institute and garnered support for it from local sources such as the mining companies.4 After World War II, this institute became part of the British government's postwar colonial development effort and was lavishly funded by the Colonial Social Science Research Council (CSSRC). This enabled the RLI to recruit a team of talented young anthropologists, most of whom were working for their doctorates.
The RLI's first directors set out to create a coordinated program of applied anthropology useful for colonial development. They trained teams of researchers specifically for that purpose, attempting to achieve comparability of data on a range of topics studied in different field sites. This went beyond the usual collection of genealogies used by anthropologists to unravel kinship structure, extending to the collec-Northern R e ia tion of demographic statistics that RLI researchers used for comparative analysis of the variety of local societies and their adaptation to changes brought about by urbanization, industrialization, and labor migration. As a group the RLI anthropologists developed new methods of fieldwork and analysis, including the case method, situational analysis, and network theory, to name but a few. They produced studies that addressed problems of contemporary African life rather than producing retrospective descriptions of precolonial social systems. They also broke down the dichotomy previously drawn between urban and rural societies, becoming the pioneers of urban anthropology.
They Rhodesia and South Africa-where Europeans earlier had settled in relatively large numbers. Whites similarly pressed for self-determination and an end to British colonial rule. In response, in 1953 Britain created the Central African FederationNorthern and Southern Rhodesia, joined with Nyasaland-as a step toward a future settler-dominated dominion that would help maintain a balance of power against an increasingly segregationist and nationalistic South Africa. The African fight against federation boosted the development of black nationalist parties, and the late 1950s saw a militant and increasingly well-organized drive for majority rule, which led to Zambian independence in 1964.
To understand how the RLI's field methods evolved in the context of decolonization in Northern Rhodesia, one must focus on two crucial periods: First, the sharing of field practices with colonial administrators in the rural research of the 1940s, when the Institute was especially vulnerable to government pressure; and second, the evolution of urban field methods in the turbulent early 1950s, when Institute anthropologists distanced themselves and their methods from the colonial government, responding to political pressure from their African informants and research assistants.
"THE OPPRESSOR OF THE VILLAGE LAZY-BONES"
Ruled by the British South African Company in the early years of the twentieth century, Northern Rhodesia gained an administrative and technological infrastructure built mainly to extract and export minerals and other products, including African labor for the more highly developed industrial areas in Southern Rhodesia and South Africa. White settlers, both on farms and in the mining towns of the country's Copperbelt (see Fig. 2 ), brought with them distinctively southern African forms of segregation-master-servant relationships on farms and in the domestic sphere, and an industrial color bar and city-planning style that allotted racially defined groups to segregated areas and occupations. These relationships followed British colonial patterns established earlier in India, as well as British and Afrikaner patterns established in South Africa and Southern Rhodesia.
But a more paternalistic pattern of relations was also practiced, because of Northern Rhodesia's smaller number of whites and its large rural hinterland, where administrators employed practices appropriate to colonies without white settlement. There, through a system of provincial and district headquarters called bomas, government officers carried out regular tours to the surrounding villages, collecting taxes, settling disputes, and sometimes encouraging local development. The views and practices associated with this style of administrative fieldwork were what the first RLI anthropologists, Godfrey Wilson (director, 1938-1941) and Max Gluckman (director, 1942-1947), found when they arrived just before World War 11. 6 The tour of the rural areas-central to both the practice and the ethic of colonial administration-demonstrated the relationship of the government to the people and the land. To avoid expensive and often scarce motor transport, touring officers often rode bicycles or horses (or were sometimes carried in hammocks) accompanied by an entourage of porters and assistants. Chief among the assistants were the district messengers, the unarmed African enforcement wing of the local administration. In a few places the government built rest houses for touring officers, but in most places officers used tents and camped outside, rather than within, the villages. They did this primarily for reasons of health, associating African villages with increased exposure to mosquitoes, vermin, and human carriers of disease. Some officers even refused to use tents, believing that a good breeze was best for deterring mosquitoes, whereas others engaged in practices intended to invoke local ideas of authority. In Mwinilunga district, for example, the touring officer slept in a "Lunda bed"-an elaborate and heavy affair used only by chiefs, made of logs that were carried by porters and reconstructed at each stop on the tour.7
Administrators referred to touring as "getting under canvas," and colonial officers rose in the esteem of their colleagues according to the amount of time they had spent under canvas. This suggests the importance of the experience of camping in the rural areas for shaping the colonial officer's ethic of administrative fieldwork, his view of Africa, and his vision of its proper development. The colonial officer selected a tent site using a number of criteria, both practical and aesthetic.
As District Officer Kenneth Bradley observed of a less-than-desirable tent site in Northern Rhodesia in 1938, "We found an uninspiring camp, set in small, shadeless scrub against a kopje [small hill] which radiated heat like an electric stove. The view was entirely shut off by a mat of small bushes and one dead tree." Situated near a heat-radiating kopje, this camp lacked human comforts. In contrast, the qualities of a tent site and its view that Bradley found inspiring can be detected in the following description:
I am camped tonight on the slope of. .. a valley under a grove of tall, thin trees. Across the valley a great precipice rises a thousand feet or more.... I like the precipice opposite my camp.... Maize gardens lie thick along the valley floor. Perhaps that is why I feel affection for my precipice. If its foot were shod in dark and ancient forest or had a scree of shattered boulders where leopards den, it would be sinister. Instead, at its foot is a tiny golden square, where an old man and his wife have cut their precious garden out from among the trees.8
What Bradley found inspiring was a view of a wild African scene-a "precipice" (escarpment) rising dramatically from a valley floor. But the scene was not too wild, for at the foot of the escarpment a husband and wife cultivated a small, "precious" garden. In contract, the uninspiring camp had no view and gave Bradley an opposite impression from that of the Eden-like scene of the man and woman in their maize garden. Bradley also took possession of the more pleasing view when he said that he felt affection for his precipice and perhaps also for his people, the villagers he administered while on tour.
In the period immediately preceding the arrival of the RLI anthropologists, the colonial government introduced the policy of indirect rule to Northern Rhodesia, a policy that required administrators to stimulate the supposedly natural evolution of African societies toward higher levels of civilization while depending primarily on local rulers rather than their own direct administration. As Bradley said of his role as touring officer during the earlier phase of direct administration, he himself was "the ruler of individual lives and the oppressor of the village lazy-bones," while under indirect rule he merely "stimulated the chief to perform [this] role."9 Indirect rule philosophy espoused giving more responsibility to chiefs, but the government's development goals, especially after World War II, demanded greater activity by both administrators and technical officers in the areas of housing, health, and agriculture. A sense of urgency motivated colonial intervention in a landscape that far from being static-seemed to be developing or, more often, degenerating from the impact of rapid social change. Laws concerning African agricultural practices, intended to prevent the erosion and deforestation of land under population pressure, stood as one example of this type of colonial intervention-one that rural Africans deeply resented. I' In the area of African political development, however, administrators did not feel the same urgency. Administrators assumed that African political development would be gradual and based on hierarchical chieftainship and cooperative village communities, forms of organization they believed to be appropriate to primitive peoples slowly evolving toward civilization. Colonial officers knew that they partly created the tribal traditions that they used to justify administratively convenient forms of local government.' Where these practices came most into question was not, however, in rural areas, where the sensitive administrator was thought to be capable of setting right any disputes concerning the political traditions of his people. It was in the cities of Northern Rhodesia that administrative practices received their greatest challenge, because the slow evolutionary view that informed them had little place for urban Africans or for cities as an African form of development, except in a very distant future.
In the late colonial period, urbanization had gained "at least partial official acceptance." The 1935 strike by Northern Rhodesia's African miners and the general strike wave that hit African in the mid-1930s and continued into the 1940s led to dramatic changes in labor and urban policies on the part of the British government. 12 Administrative practices, however, changed more slowly. The government maintained a form of the district officers' tour in the cities on the grounds that it was familiar to Africans from village life. When things went wrong, as in the 1935 strike, colonial administrators cited the lack of personal administrative contact with Africans in the mine compounds (of the kind familiar from the rural areas) as the "central problem." 13 In the wake of the unrest, the colonial government also considered the possibility that social research might be useful for solving urban problems and supported the The influence of the civil service on RLI anthropologists also formed part of the more extensive contact developing between colonial governments and anthropologists of the functionalist school that had emerged between the world wars. Functionalists studied societies as organic wholes characterized by harmonious systems of relationships and institutions that could be elucidated through scientific methods of observation based on fieldwork. The first group of anthropologists "to make field research an indispensable feature of anthropological inquiry," they gained acceptance by colonial governments partly because their "descriptions of their research methods were very like [colonial] political officers' accounts of their administrative procedures." These procedures included the district officer's immersion in the life of his subjects, which was supposed to lead to an intuitive understanding similar to the "nearly mystical communion" that the anthropologists claimed they also could achieve with their subjects. Both anthropologist and district officer spent considerable time in the field, both learned African languages and customs, and both often came to identify with the interests of "their people." 18 They also suffered from similar occupational hazards. District officers sometimes became "bushed" a malady characterized by lethargy, inability to maintain European standards of dress and behavior, and failure to follow government directives and policies. Although medical and psychological explanations were given for these symptoms, the political dimensions of this "disease" are apparent. The fear of becoming bushed, and the accusation that one had become bushed, made erring civil servants adhere to government policy. Government gave leave privileges and moved administrators to new areas partly to prevent this malady, keeping the civil servant from developing too great an identification with a particular area or people. Anthropologists could also "go native" in this way, a reason government sometimes gave for not hiring them. Although the case of Northcote Thomas-a government anthropologist who identified too closely with his informants-was cited for years afterward as a reason for government wariness of anthropologists, the more important precedents for the RLI were Paul Kirchoff and its own first director, Godfrey Wilson. In 1931 the prominent anthropologist Bronislaw Malinowski failed to support Kirchoff, a young researcher, against the Colonial Office's demand that he be removed from his research site because of allegations that he was a communist agitator. In the case of Godfrey Wilson, local mining companies cited his conscientious objector status as one of the reasons for banning him from his urban research site at the beginning of World War II. Later, as African independence movements got underway, the danger would no longer be of anthropologists going native by taking on the traditional customs of the locals, but of them going native by supporting African political causes.2' But in the early days of the RLI, the directors set out to establish a good working relationship with government and to prove the usefulness of social research for the government's development plans. They hoped to thereby gain favorable conditions for their research. Wilson and Gluckman, the first two directors, negotiated terms for research officers similar to those for civil servants. Wilson was hired under the usual civil service conditions, with traveling allowances and transport following that of general orders for district officers.
The differences in the way that anthropologists and district officers traveled, however, caused some difficulty. In negotiating for the best possible allowances, both Wilson and, later, Gluckman, used civil service language to express the similarity of their work to that of civil servants. Where they admitted to differences, the directors stressed the greater difficulty of anthropological fieldwork. Wilson, when asked to suggest a basis for the amount of traveling allowance for an anthropologist in the field, spoke of the "officers" of the Institute being "encamped in rural districts"-language that suggests their similarities to district officers. "District officers on tour" were allowed 22 carriers if alone and 28 if accompanied by their wives. Anthropologists, Wilson felt, needed 30 and 40 carriers respectively, because a "longer stay in camp necessitates more baggage." The longer stay in camp meant that the anthropologist must also spend more money on "presents to natives" than the district officer who was just passing through. ' Wilson's use of phrases such as "on tour," "in camp," and "presents to natives" played down important differences between anthropologists and district officers. Anthropologists may have moved from one village to another in the course of fieldwork, but not in the manner of the visiting delegation of the district officer. "In camp" was appropriate terminology for the district officer's temporary sleeping arrangements. Anthropologists, however, needed more permanent accommodation for their longer stays-larger tents or even houses, as Gluckman argued when asking for fixed field allowances for periods when the anthropologist was not on the move. Moreover, the allowance for "presents to natives" was larger than that of the district officer, he argued, because the anthropologist remained a long time in a particular viflage.22 This revealed an important difference in the anthropologist's relations with the local people. The district officer's "presents" did indeed function as gifts, designed to buy the favor of chiefs and offset the cost of local provisioning of food for the officer and his camrers. The anthropologist's presents functioned more as wages paid to informants for their cooperation over the considerable period that he or she lived with them.
A visible dimension of identification with government accompanied this verbal identification. When in the field, some male RLI anthropologists wore kabadula or "khaki"-long, baggy shorts worn by colonial civil servants (see Fig. 3 ). African research assistants also sometimes wore kabadula in the field, considering them a symbol of high status, since African employees of government were usually required to wear trousers in contrast to their white supervisors' kabadula23 At least in the interested in, and do more for, the welfare of the people than the chiefs they must allow themselves to be studied in their role as a most important part of the modern political administration.:34 The prospect of being an object of study must have been particularly disturbing to administrators who considered themselves to be the experts on African societies and who now found themselves included with Africans within the scope of another professional group's expertise. Moreover, Gluckman remarked in the same memorandum that the administration should welcome the possibility that the African "should begin to feel that he can use the expert" and cite the "sociologist's knowledge" in arguments with the administration. Thus, the dislike of being observed and the possibility that Africans might use anthropologists' expert knowledge contributed to the hostility many administrators felt toward the RLI. 35 By the 1950s, the changing political situation and the RLI's move toward urban research led to still greater differences between administrative and anthropological practice. Indeed, the anthropologists' acceptance of the city in their view of African development became useful for distinguishing RLI research practices from colonial administrative practices. And the difference between administrators' and anthropologists' field practices-as perceived by Africans-became the key factor contributing to a researcher's success or failure in the field. Even in rural fieldwork anthropologists had to distance themselves from colonial practices. Arriving in the 1950s, Ian Cunnison could not imagine any way that being like an administrator would have helped with fieldwork, since at that point it would have involved seeming to take government's side in relation to the people he was studying. In urban fieldwork, this demonstration of difference helped to mold new field practices and create a very different kind of anthropological field.
THE MAKING OF THE URBAN FIELD
It was appropriate at that time to tour the town and Mine Compounds by bicycle, accompanied by two or three Messengers and dressed in khaki. Even if people took no notice it served to remind them of the Boma and the Government. We were, after all, the "Queen's men" and if we chose to be a little old-fashioned, perhaps it was fitting. It was the sight that the people were used to in the villages. Besides, we could take the temperature as we rode along, and enter to some extent into the African's feelings as we were borne over to the side of the road by a succession of badly driven motor-cars coming up behind us.36
In the booming Copperbelt towns of the 1950s, the district officer had become an anachronism, symbolic of the inadequacies of the colonial government in urban Africa. Little had been done to modernize urban administrative practices largely because the mines discouraged government interference in issues affecting their authority over the workforce.37 District Officer Robin Short, for example, served in the mining town of Kitwe at a time when both urban whites and blacks resented the colonial government, though for different reasons. In the situation described above, he may have been the victim of "munt-scaring," a common practice among Copperbelt whites who enjoyed driving their cars dangerously close to Africans on bicycles wobbling along the bumpy township roads.38 Such whites generally considered colonial officers to be "Negrophiles" who stood in the way of white selfdetermination in Northern Rhodesia. Africans also saw colonial government as inappropriate and ineffectual, and they began to develop forms of urban organization themselves welfare societies, unions, and political parties-to address the needs not being met by the government. The practices of anthropologists, like those of administrators, had been shaped by the conditions of the rural field. The move to an urban field site brought a number of new forces to bear upon them. In the towns RLI anthropologists felt even greater pressure to conform to local European standards of behavior than they had in the countryside. With federation, anthropologists and their African assistants were also subjected to growing pressure from African nationalists and intellectuals.
RLI researchers had few concrete precedents to follow for adapting rural research practices to an urban setting. The status of the participant-observer method customarily employed by functionalists, for example, came into question in racially segregated urban areas. Researchers could not simply join in the activities of their subjects in places where their behavior could be observed by other whites. Neither could they hope to blend into the background and watch the natural functioning of urban black society when their very presence violated the strictures of segregation and constituted a political stand in the eyes of local whites.
Language presented another difficulty not encountered in rural areas, where research was usually restricted to a single ethnic group. RLI anthropologists chose "town Bemba" for the Copperbelt research, but the choice of any particular language would have increased their distance from speakers of other languages. Moreover, their proficiency in any local language might also have been resented by whites in positions of authority in the mines, most of whom used "Fanagalo" (also called "Chilapalapa"), a "patois of Zulu and English evolved in South Africa . . . [which] had become the language of the mines in Southern Africa" and which was comprised mainly of commands.39 Part of the difficulty of speaking a single language in a town setting could be overcome through the employment of African research assistants from different tribes. For this reason and others, the researcher's dependence on local assistants was greater in towns than in rural areas.
Government hiring policy for the civil service also influenced the RLI's freedom in hiring researchers and provided a way to force outward conformity to government-approved political views. Early in the Institute's history, the board of trustees made it clear that they expected it to adhere to the government's policy of 37 The assistants' political loyalties, however, more often helped the Institute to continue its research in the urban areas. Assistants went in first to talk to nationalist or union groups about the proposed research, smoothing the way for the survey teams. RLI researchers were careful to obtain formal permission for their activities from these groups. And despite the efforts of government security to clean out activists from the RLI staff, most research assistants actually carried on political work while employed by the Institute, sometimes with the help of the researchers.49 Ultimately, pressures from both sides transformed RLI fieldwork practices. In response to the color bar, anthropologists grew more dependent on African assistants for fieldwork in urban areas. Nationalist pressures also led to greater dependence on assistants who were themselves political activists, giving legitimacy to the research in the eyes of other Africans.
Anthropologists also cultivated an image of scientific neutrality. Under a later director, Henry Fosbrooke (1956-1960) , the RLI undertook a publicity campaign to emphasize its neutrality, producing a poster to be distributed throughout the Federa- Henry Fosbrooke, on the other hand, irritated many of the white researchers and black assistants, due to his "Bwana DC' (District Commissioner) mannerisms and practices. Although Fosbrooke had serious disagreements with the colonial government, favored African majority rule, and eventually resigned over the trustees' decision to hand the Institute over to UCRN, he was always seen by government administrators and the mining companies as someone they could work with. Like White, he was an aministrator-ethnographer, and he had worked both as a government sociologist and colonial officer in Tanganyika. There he had "caught the Maasai bug" and had identified closely with the people he administered. But unlike White, his social habits in white society were staunchly European, and when he socialized with Africans at the RLI's Lusaka headquarters (see Fig. 4 play tennis with them-though these, too, were controversial actions at the time.54 Activities such as these, however, fitted well with the civilizing mission of the colonial administration. Its practices focused on the maintenance of authority and the training of youth to fit into a hierarchical system, and their roots can be found in the British public school on which the early colonial service was partly modeled.
This administrative style, however, offended some members of staff-black and white-who were accustomed to the more collegial, informal, and egalitarian style of the earlier directors. Anthropologists sometimes referred to him disparagingly as a mere "ethnographer," indicating that their differences with him were part of the more general struggle over the use of expertise in the late colonial period. And his work policy of "interchangeability without loss of status" was deeply resented by the research assistants. It meant that they had to take on nonresearch jobs-including gardening tasks-which represented a loss of professional self-esteem, even though it did not involve lower pay. A white anthropologist, who had just returned from research in Nyasaland at the time, would stalk about the Institute grounds observing in a loud voice that "Bwana DC says you must be his garden boys!" It is ironic that these landscaping duties were intended to change the Institute's appearance so that visiting Africans would not be offended by its colonial-style architecture.55 
